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Services Department 
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TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Denny Egner, AICP 
  
DATE: February 3, 2009 
 
SUBJECT:  Infill Code Amendments (LU 08-0053) 
 
 
 
ACTION 
 
Three actions are proposed: 
 Review the proposed Planning Commission schedule and commit to a specific 

timeline for decision making regarding the proposed infill code amendments. 
 Continue deliberation regarding design review for single family dwellings.   
 Begin deliberation on infill related code amendments.  Address Section 2 (Lot 

Coverage and Maximum Floor Area) of the proposed amendments.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On January 26, 2009, the Planning Commission reopened its public hearing on the 
proposed code and plan amendments for infill development.  Following public 
testimony, the Commission began deliberation.  The Commission voted to recommend 
approval of a plan policy amendment supporting the use of overlay zones and new zone 
districts to implement neighborhood plans.  The Commission directed staff to return with 
additional information regarding design review.  This report presents the following 
information: 
 A tentative schedule for review of the infill proposals. 
 The requested information on design review. 
 Background material regarding Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratios. 

 
A. Schedule for Review of Infill Proposals 
 
The Planning Commission agendas will be quite full over the next few months.  Staff 
proposes the following schedule for addressing the infill proposals: 
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Infill Schedule 
Date Topic Deliberation Decision 
2-9 Section 1 – Design Review Policy 

Section 2 - Lot Coverage and Maximum Floor Area 
X 
X 

 

2-23 Section 2 - Lot Coverage and Maximum Floor Area 
Section 3 – Structure Design/Setback Planes 

 
X 

X 

3-9 Section 3 – Structure Design/Setback Planes 
Section 4 – Yard Setbacks 
Section 5 – Sloped Lots 
Section 6 - RID Review 
Section 7 – Planned Developments/Open Space 

 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

3-23 Sections 4 to 7 
Section 8 - Variances 
Section 9 - Miscellaneous Code Provisions 

 
X 
X 

X 

3-30 Sections 8 and 9 
Section 10 – Duplexes and Attached Dwellings 
Section 11 – Flag Lots 

 
X 
X 

X 

4-13 Section 10 and 11 
Section 1 – Design Review Policy 
Unfinished Work 

 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

 
 

B. Design Review Information 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission evaluate the full set of infill code 
amendments prior to making a final decision on design review.  At the January 26 
meeting, the Commission requested information on the following topics: 
 What is considered objectionable design? 
 What options were considered to address privacy? 
 What options are available for the design review process? 
 What would be the impacts of design review in terms of approval timelines, staff 

time, and applicant fees? 
          
1. What is considered objectionable design? 

 
The size and scale of new homes has been a concern expressed by Lake Oswego 
neighborhood leaders for the past 10 years.  In 2003, the City adopted a set of 
development code standards that were intended to do a better job of managing the size 
and scale of homes.  Key changes that occurred in 2003 included: 
 
 Lowering overall structure height by measuring roof height to the peak of the roof 

rather than to the mid-point of the roof; 
  Creating the “front setback plane” to push the house bulk back from the front of the 

lot; 
 Creating a regulatory relationship between building height and lot coverage; and 
  Establishing floor area to lot area ratios that made floor area dependent on the size 

of the lot. 
 
 
 
 
 



Since 2003, there have continued to be concerns expressed about key infill issues 
including: 
 New houses and additions are often out of scale with older homes in existing 

neighborhoods.  Floor area regulations continue to allow houses that are 
significantly larger than older neighbors.  

 New larger houses are often taller than older existing houses.   Existing residents 
sometimes feel that there is a loss of privacy when a new taller house is constructed 
on an abutting lot. 

 Design style can sometimes be an issue.  A new modern two-story house with a 
steeply pitched roof located amongst single-story ranch houses with low pitched 
roofs can be objectionable.  New building materials, such as cultured stone facades, 
can create a look that fits better in a new suburban subdivision than on infill lots in 
FAN or Old Town. 

 
Commissioner Adrianne Brockman has offered to lead a field trip prior to the February 9 
meeting so that Commissioners can visit a few of the sites that neighborhood 
representatives feel are particularly objectionable.  
 
2. What options were considered to address privacy? 

 
Privacy was raised as an issue and addressed by the Infill Task Force.  In response, the 
Task Force recommended a new “side yard setback plane” that forces upper floors to 
be set back from the side property lines. 

Side Setback Plane - R-7.5 Zone

12’ 

5’ setback 

Roof forms may penetrate the side setback planes if they are less than ¼ of 
the total structure length at 12 feet or more in height.  Two or more separate 
and distinct roof forms such as dormers or gables may project into the side 
setback plane if they are collectively less than 1/3 of the structure height at 
12 feet or more in height. 

10’ setback 

Current code: 
10’ setback 
above 18’ in 
height 

Current code: 
Maximum building 
envelope 

Current code: 
Max. 28’ height 
with 10’ setback  

28’ height 

Proposed 12:12 
side setback 

planes 
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In addition, the Task Force is 
recommending new side yard design 
options that give a property owner a 
menu of design choices to address side 
yard compatibility.  One of the new 
choices includes an option for 
landscaping and screening which would 
add to privacy and visual separation 
between properties. 
 
When the Task Force initially 
addressed privacy, Ron Kellett of the 
University of British Columbia was 
providing consulting services to the 
City.  Ron suggested a number of 
design concepts that were ultimately 
accepted by the Task Force but the 
Task Force specifically rejected two 
ideas that dealt directly with privacy.  
The first concept was to regulate the 
placement of upper story windows 
along side yards so that they did not 
provide view opportunities into 
neighboring homes or yards.   
 
The second concept was to regulate the placement and design of upper story decks 
and porches.  Task Force members felt that developing clear and objective 
standards to address these issues could not be written in such a way that would 
provide designers with enough flexibility. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Upper story windows set up high for 
privacy. 

Upper level deck designed for privacy.  
The hedge provides additional privacy 
screening.  
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3. What options are available for the design review process? 
 
The Task Force discussed the design review process but they were never asked to 
make a recommendation on a specific process.  Some felt it was necessary to have a 
separate Residential Design Board and others believed a process similar to the City’s 
current RID process could work.  These two options, plus a process similar to the 
current Design Review Commission process are described below.  There are many 
ways that a design review process could be organized that blend features of these three 
options. 
 
 

Design Review Options 
 Design Review 

Commission 
Residential Design 
Board 

RID – Staff Review 

Decision 
Process 

Quasi-judicial hearing 
before the 
Commission. 

Board decision with 
notice and opportunity 
for appeal. 

Staff decision with 
notice and opportunity 
for appeal. 

Hearings Public hearing prior to 
the decision. 

No hearing in advance 
of the decision. 

No hearing in advance 
of the decision. 

Notice Notice is sent to 
nearby property 
owners in advance of 
the hearing. 

Notice is sent to 
nearby property 
owners after a decision 
has been made.  If 
objections are not filed, 
the decision becomes 
final. 

Notice is sent to 
nearby property 
owners after a decision 
has been made.  If 
objections are not filed, 
the decision becomes 
final. 

Expertise / 
Make Up 

Architects and design 
professionals make 
the decisions.  Seven 
members appointed. 

Four architects and 
design professionals 
with one at-large 
citizen appointee make 
the decisions.   

Architects are on 
contract to advise staff 
regarding decisions.  
Two architects are 
consulted. 

Application 
Materials 

Plans must include a 
site plan, floor plans, 
building elevations, 
building materials, 
and an analysis of 
surrounding buildings. 

Plans must include a 
site plan, floor plans, 
building elevations, 
building materials, and 
an analysis of 
surrounding buildings. 

Plans must include a 
site plan, floor plans, 
building elevations, 
building materials, and 
an analysis of 
surrounding buildings. 

Fees Cover the cost of the 
process ≈ $4,300. 

Cover the cost of the 
process ≈ $3,000. 

Cover the cost of the 
process ≈ $2,100. 

Timeline 
(best case) 
 

Pre-application ≈ 45 - 
60 days  
Post-application ≈ 60 
days  
 

Pre-application ≈ 45 - 
60 days  
Post-application ≈ 50 -
60 days  
Hearing requested,  
add ≈ 50 - 60 days 

Pre-application ≈ 15 - 
30 days  
Post-application ≈ 50 - 
60 days  
Hearing requested,  
add ≈ 50 - 60 days  
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4. What would be the impacts of design review in terms of approval timelines, 

staff time, and applicant fees? 
 
Approval timelines, staff time, and applicant fees are all dependent on what type of 
process is used and what the thresholds are for requiring design review.  The table 
above provides an estimate of applicant fee costs and timelines.  Fees could range from 
about $2,100 for a process similar to RID to $4,300 for a process similar to design 
review for development projects in the City’s Old Town Design District Zone.  For 
comparison, the planning review fee for a house that meets all development code 
requirements is $180. 
 
Regarding approval timelines, if a house meets all planning related code requirements, 
the plan check time typically takes 5 to 10 days.  To go through a design review process 
including pre-application, the review time can take approximately 120 days.  If a hearing 
is requested another 60 days are needed.  Assuming no opposition, it could take less 
time to go straight to a hearing process than to go through an alternative decision 
making process like the RID process.  The RID process has a two stage decision 
process with a relatively quick decision made by staff, followed by a notice of the 
decision.  If the decision is appealed and a hearing is held, the process will potentially 
be longer than if the application went directly into the hearing process without the staff 
decision. 
 
The staff time needed for implementation of a new design review process will depend 
on whether the process requires a public hearing and how many projects per year go 
through the design review process.  Assuming the applications are relatively 
straightforward, staff time (planning, administrative and legal) commitments for a typical 
application are as follows: 
 

 RID Review (no hearing) – 60 staff hours 
 Design Review Public Hearing – 80 staff hours  

 
The key variable in estimating staff time is the estimate of how many projects will go 
through the design review process.   Between 1995 and 2007, Lake Oswego averaged 
98 new single family dwelling permits per year.  During the same time period, the City 
averaged 310 remodeling permits per year.  The review process can be as complicated 
for a remodeling project as it can for a new home, depending on what changes are 
proposed.  Often, remodeling projects are more complicated because an applicant is 
working with a structure that does not conform to the current code requirements.  Two 
scenarios are presented below assuming the City processes 400 permits per year: 
 

Design Review – Staff Time Commitment 
Assume 400 permits per 
year 

RID Review (no hearing) - 
60 hours per application 

DR Public Hearing - 
80 hours per application 

10% go through a design 
review process  

2400 hours per year 
1.2  FTE 

3200 hours per year 
1.6 FTE 

20% go through a design 
review process  

4800 hours per year 
2.4 FTE 

6400 hours per year 
3.2 FTE 

 
2000  hours per year is approximately equal to one full time position. 

 



 
 
C. Background Material - Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratios. 
 
The following background information was presented to the Infill Task Force and used 
to support their recommendations.  See Attachment B - Section 2 of proposed 
Ordinance 2524 for the proposed code language (issued September 22, 2008) 
http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/plan/Land_Use_App/2008/LU_08-
0053_CDC_Comp_Plan_Infill/LU08-0053_CDC_Comp-Plan_Infill.htm. 
 

 
 
 

Lot coverage/height relationship 

Issues: 
 Lot coverage/height relationship 
 Garage location and lot coverage bonus 
 Floor area ratios 

 
Concept:  Revise lot coverage scale to eliminate abrupt step changes in lot coverage. 
 
Issue:  In 2003, the infill code amendments 
made lot coverage a function of building 
height.  The purpose of this relationship was 
to create an incentive to build shorter 
houses with lower profiles.  Under the 2003 
code provisions, structures are allowed to 
cover 35% of a lot with a building if structure 
height is equal to or below 22 feet.  If a 
structure is taller than 22 feet, lot coverage 
cannot exceed 25%.   
 
Few homes took advantage of the lot 
coverage incentive for lower structures.  Between 2003 and 2007, only 13 of 190 (7%) 
new homes built in R-7.5, R-10, and R-15 zones were equal to or less than 22 feet in 
height.   Most new homes were built with the greater height and lesser lot coverage.  
The development community has requested more flexibility and expressed concerns 
about the abrupt drop in lot coverage when heights exceed 22 feet.   
 
A similar relationship is set forth in the R-5 zone except that allowed lot coverages are 
greater:  45% if less than or equal to 22 feet in height and 35% if greater than 22 feet.  
In the R-6 zone, lot size is also factored into the height and lot coverage relationship.   
 
Support for the basic concept remains but concerns have been raised about increases 
in lot coverage that may result from the proposal.   
 
Proposal:   First, the code was reformatted to divide Lot Coverage and FAR into two 
separate categories.  Second, new tables were developed to allow for smoother 
proportional relationships between house heights and lot coverage. 
 
Code Sections:  R-7.5, R-10, and R-15:  Section 50.08.040; R-6: Section 50.07.035; 
and R-5: Section 50.06.040 and Table 50.06.040-B.  
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Examples/Background Data: 
 

R-7.5, R-10, and R-15 – Lot Coverage - Lot coverage is dependent on height.  The 
proposal creates a sliding scale.  

 
Comparative Graph Illustrating Building Height and Lot Coverage  

for R-7.5, R-10, and R-15 Zones 
35                       
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Building Height in Feet 
 
 
 
R-6 Zone – Lot Coverage - In the R-6 zone, lot coverage is dependent on both 
structure height and lot size.  There are step changes resulting from both variables.  
Under current standards, a 22’ tall house on a 6,000 sq. ft. lot is allowed 45% lot 
coverage while a 23’ tall house on the same lot is only allowed 35% lot coverage.  The 
proposed amendments create a sliding scale for lot coverage. 
 

Lot Coverage in the R-6 Zone 
Lot size 
in sq. ft. 

Base Height of Structure at Highest Grade 
18’ or 
less 

19’ 20’ 21’ 22’ 23’ 24’ 25’ 26’ 27’ 28’ or 
more 

7,000 or 
less   

46% 45% 44% 43% 42% 41% 40% 39% 38% 37% 36% 

>7,000 - 
8,500 

43% 42% 41% 40% 39% 38% 37% 36% 35% 34% 33% 

>8,500 – 
10,000 

40% 39% 38% 37% 36% 35% 34% 33% 32% 31% 30% 

>10,000 - 
11,500 

37% 36% 35% 34% 33% 32% 31% 30% 29% 28% 27% 

>11,500  
 

34% 33% 32% 31% 30% 29% 28% 27% 26% 25% 24% 

 
 

 

34                    
33                     
32                    
31                   
30                   
29                   
28                   
27                   
26                   
25                   
 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 35+

 
Current Code Standard:  
Proposed Changes:             
Areas of increased 
    lot coverage:   

R-10 R-15 R-7.5 %
 L

ot
 C

ov
er

ag
e 



 
 
R-5 Zone – Lot Coverage - In the R-5 Zone, lot coverage is related to height for single 
family detached homes.  Lot coverage for single family attached and other structures 
are not tied to height. 

 
R-5 Zone – Proposed Height/Lot Coverage Table 

 

Single Family 
detached 

Height (ft.) Maximum Lot 
Coverage (%) 

22 or less 45 % 
>22 to 25 43 % 
>25 to 28 40% 
>28 to 30 38 % 

>30 35% 
Single Family 

attached 50% 

Other Structures 50% 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Garage location and lot coverage bonus 

Concept: Clarify what is meant by “to the rear” of the lot when siting a garage and 
offering a lot coverage bonus. 
 
Issue:   The current lot coverage and floor area ratio section includes a lot coverage 
incentive for garages that are located to the rear of the primary structure.    To “the rear” 
of the primary structure has not been defined.  In FAN, an additional issue surfaced: 
developers were building attached and detached garages on the same sites to take 
advantage of the lot coverage and FAR bonuses.  
 
Proposal:   An appendix diagram has been prepared to clarify that the garage is to the 
rear of the primary structure in cases where all vehicle openings are located ten feet 
behind the front of the primary structure.  In addition, the garage need only be side 
loading with respect to the front property line.   
 
The Task Force recommended that in FAN, lot coverage bonuses apply only when a 
detached garage is the only garage on the site. 

 
Code Sections:  Section 50.08.040 (4)(b) - Lot Coverage and Appendix 50.08 – A; 
Section 50.07.035 (4) 
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Appendix 50.08 – A 

Garage to the Rear of the Primary Structure
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The diagram illustrates three 
scenarios where the garage 
is located to the rear of the 
primary structure. 
 
 
 
 

10’ back from portion of 
house closest to street. 

Front of House 

Driveway 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Floor Area Ratio 

Concepts: 
• Eliminate abrupt step changes with current Floor Area Ratios (FAR).  
• Amend the FAR standard to include garages.   

 
Issues:  Floor area ratio (FAR) requirements for single family residential development 
were enacted in 2003 and were intended to help manage the size of houses by making 
allowed floor area dependent on lot size.  The current regulations use a table with a 
series of steps, rather than a mathematic formula to apply the FAR.   The step system 
results in relatively large jumps or drops in house size when lot area changes by a few 
feet.    
 
In addition, the FAR calculation does not count any floor area used for parking.  This 
creates an inequity since two structures may have exactly the same shape and bulk, but 
differ in terms of FAR based on the number of garage stalls.   



 
 

Exceeds FAR – small garage Meets FAR – large garage 

Two houses with exactly the same size and 
bulk. Garages are currently exempt from FAR. Garage 

 
 

Proposal:   The draft code was reformatted to divide Lot Coverage and FAR into two 

ot 

he formula for determining the allowed floor area in each zone follows the basic 

   =         +  +

separate categories.  Separate formulas were devised for allowed floor area in each 
base zone to allow for a smoother proportional relationship between house size and l
size and to allow for a garage that is proportional to the house size.  This will replace 
the discrete incremental change with a continuous functional relationship between 
house and lot size.   
 
T
structure outlined below: 
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                        +     

he proposal includes garages in the total floor area allowed.  To account for the loss in 

 

arage sizes are listed below. 

Zone    Garage Size Allowed

 
 
 
T
building square footage, a square footage allowance for garages has been included in 
the floor area formula.  Each formula has separate garage sizes that were derived 
through a study of garage sizes in each of the single family base zones.  A smaller 
sample was used to establish the 500 sq. ft. garage size in the R-6 zone.  Typically,
garages were between 400 and 500 square feet in the zone.   No garage data was 
available for the R-5 zone. 
 
G
 

 

  

 
ode Sections

R-5   Up to 500 square feet  
R-6    Up to 500 square feet 
R-7.5   Up to 600 square feet  
R-10    Up to 750 square feet  
R-15   Up to 850 square feet  

C :  Section 50.08.042, Section 50.07.037, and 50.06.035 

 
 
 
 
Examples/Background Data:

 

 
 

Allowed  Base Floor Bonus Floor Area (Actual lot size – Garage 
a Floor  

Area 
 

Area (3000 sq. 
ft. in the SF 
zones) 

the size of the smallest lot allowed 
in the zone) x (size factor – 0.2 in 
the SF zones) 

Floor Are
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loor Area and Lot Size Charts for the R-6, R-7.5 and R-10 zones are attached as 
xhibit F-7.  These charts plot recent home construction with floor area on the vertical 
xis and lot size on the horizontal axis.  The charts include lines that show current 
llowed floor area compared with the proposed floor area allowance.  The R-7.5 and R-
0 charts include a line depicting a 10% reduction in allowed floor area.  The R-7.5 and 

 Lake Grove neighborhood (with photos and addresses) 
nd for the zoning districts as a whole (no photos or addresses). 

Example  
R-6 Allowed Floor Area in Square Feet 

 

F
E
a
a
1
R-10 charts are provided for the
a
 
Examples of what would be permitted by the proposed code within the R-6 and R-5 
zones are provided below: 
 

R-6 Zone FAR - A new section (Section 50.06.037) addressing FAR is proposed in the 
R-6 zone.   

 

Lot Size Floor Area w/ Floor Area w/ Proposed FAR 
Current FAR w/out Garage w/ Garage 

5,500  2,750 2,800 3,300 
6,000  2,880 2,900 3,400 
7,500  3,450 3,200 3,700 
9,500  4,100 3,990 3,600 

12,500  4,500 4,200 4,700 
14,500  4,640 4,430 4,930 
15,500  4,650 4,610 5,110 

In the comparison table, the two smallest and the largest lot sizes produce floor areas 
that are very close to the current floor area allowed.  The lot sizes in the middle ranges 
produce floor areas that are 200 to 400 square feet smaller than what is currently 
allowe

 

n purposes with current requirements.  The standard lot size in the R-5 zone 
is 5,000 sq. ft.  A 500 square foot garage allowance has been included in the FAR 
alculation.  The chart below provides a comparison of the floor areas allowed under 

current and proposed FAR by lot size: 

d.  

R-5 Zone FAR - A 500 square foot garage is proposed to be included for FAR 
calculation.  The table below provides a comparison of the floor areas allowed under 
current and proposed FAR by lot size.  The lot size examples provided are for 
compariso

c

 

R-5 Allowed Floor Area in Square Feet 
Lot Size Floor Area w/ 

Current FAR 
Floor Area w/ Proposed FAR 

w/out Garage w/ Garage 
4,000  Not listed 2,700 3,200 
5,000  3,000 3,000 3,500 
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6,000  3,600 3,300 3,800 
7,000  4,200 3,600 4,100 
8,000 4,000 3,900 4,400 
9,000  4,500 4,200 4,700 
10,000  4,000 4,500 5,000 
11,000 4,400 4,800 5,300 
12,000 4,800 5,100 5,600 
13,000 5,200 5,400 5,900 
14,000  5,600 5,700 6,200 
15,000 6,000 6,000 6,500 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The key issues for discussion are broken down by topic: 
 
Sche an the Comm commit to a sc posals?  

re there other ways to accelerate the Commission’s review process? 

 – The issues related to design review are same as those outlined in the 
anuary 26 staff report.  If the Commission is interested in recommending a design 

in the following areas: 
 Triggers (Size? Height? Stories?); and 

ot Coverage and FAR – Are the Task Force recommendations appropriate?  Do you 

dule – C ission hedule to review the infill pro
A
 
Design Review
J
review process there should be some guidance provided 

 Process (Design review board vs. RID staff approval). 
 
L
need more information regarding the proposals?   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Design Review – A recommendation on design review is one of the most important 

commendations the Planning Commission will make this year.  Staff recommends that 
 

ments and to see how the proposed 
ode changes address issues such as privacy and compatibility. 

ot Coverage and FAR – Staff recommends that the Commission spend time discussing 

XHIBITS

re
the Commission review the other infill proposals prior to making a final recommendation
to get a better idea about the range of code amend
c
 
L
the Lot Coverage and FAR proposals in anticipation of making a decision regarding 
these proposals at the February 23 meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E  

OTE: ONLY EXHIBITS THAT ARE BOLDED AND UNDERLINED
 
N  ARE 

INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT. 

A. Ordinances 
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A-1 Ordinance 2523, dated August 7, 2008  
A-2 Ordinance 2524, dated August 6, 2008 (includes Attachment B) 

*Please note that only the ordinance is attached to the staff report.  Copies of 
er 

r 22, 2008 packet.  The document can be 
found on the City’s web site under Case File LU 08-0053 at: 

ego.or.us/plan/casef.htm). 
 
B. ing 

se) 
 
C. 
 
D. 
 

. Graphics/Plans (None) 

F. Written Materials 
F-1 Summary of Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments for Infill 

F-2 Summary of Proposed Community Development Code Amendments 

F-3 Infill Task Force Refinements to the Proposed Amendments to the 
and Community Development Code (October 

2008) 
sign Review for Single-Family and Two-Family 

F-5 grams in California 

F-7 harts

 

Attachment B have been provided to the Planning Commission und
separate cover in the Septembe

http://www.ci.osw

Findings, Conclusions and Order (No current exhibits; reserved for hear
u

Minutes (No current exhibits; reserved for hearing use) 

Staff Reports (No current exhibits; reserved for hearing use) 

E
 

(Ordinance 2523) 

for Infill (Ordinance 2524) 

Comprehensive Plan 

F-4 Proposal for De
Dwellings – January 25, 2007 
Design Review Pro

F-6 Palo Alto Single Family Design Guidelines & Checklist 
Floor Area and Lot Size C  

G. Letters
 
\\pub_wks\data\ O 26-09 LU 
08-0053.doc 

 
 (None) 
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	Proposal:   An appendix diagram has been prepared to clarify that the garage is to the rear of the primary structure in cases where all vehicle openings are located ten feet behind the front of the primary structure.  In addition, the garage need only be side loading with respect to the front property line.  
	Proposal:   The draft code was reformatted to divide Lot Coverage and FAR into two separate categories.  Separate formulas were devised for allowed floor area in each base zone to allow for a smoother proportional relationship between house size and lot size and to allow for a garage that is proportional to the house size.  This will replace the discrete incremental change with a continuous functional relationship between house and lot size.  
	The formula for determining the allowed floor area in each zone follows the basic structure outlined below:
	         =                  +           +    +
	Garage sizes are listed below.
	Zone    Garage Size Allowed
	R-5   Up to 500 square feet 
	R-6    Up to 500 square feet
	Examples/Background Data:

